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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bock et 
al. (US Patent No. 6,41 7,868 B1 ) in view of in view of Wong et al. (US Patent No. 
6,201,545 81) and Bock et al. (US 6271820 81). 

As to claim 1, Bock et al, ('868) teaches the method of driving a passive matrix 
display having a plurality of addressable rows and a plurality of columns to which 
successive frames of video data are applied and which intersects rows to form a 
plurality of sub-pixels which when grouped together into sets to form a pixel (See Fig. 3, 
items 41-49, in description See Col. 4, Lines 5-10), the improvement comprising 
simultaneously addressing successive pairs of rows for selecting distinct sets of a fixed 
number of sub-pixels forming pixel from a superset of sub-pixels surrounding pixel for 
each of a set of sub-frames within a frame of video data (See Fig. 3, items 41-49, in 
description See Col. 4, Lines 5-36 and Col. 2, Lines 18-25): applying video data to each 
sets of sub-pixels in a such manner that the time average of the video data over the 
frame of video data is in accordance with a video image to be displayed for the frame 
(See Col. 4, Lines 1-4 and Col. 2, Lines 10-15), 
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Bock et al. ("868) does not show distinct sets contains at least one common 

sub-pixel. 

Wong et aL teaches distinct sets contains at least one common sub-pixel (See 
Fig. 5, items 0-3, Col. 10, Lines 43-48 and Col. 7, Lines 22-59). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement teaching of Wong et al. in the Bock et al. system in order to 
reduce the cost of video graphic processing (See Col. 1 , Lines 63-65 in Wong et al. 
reference). 

Bock et al. ("868) and Wong et al. do not teach a set of at least three sub- 
frames within a frame of video data. 

Bock et al. ("820) teaches to divide each frame into three separately 
addressable sub-frames (See Fig. 1, items 1, 9, N, Col. 9, Lines 9-14), 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement a set of at least three sub-frames within a frame of video data as 
shown by Bock et al. ("820) in the Bock et al., ("868) and Wong et al. system in order to 
provide and addressing scheme which is capable of producing a large number of gray 
levels (See Col. 2, Lines 9-12 in Bock et al. ("820) reference). 

2. Claims 4, 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bock et al., ("868), Wong et al. and Bock et al., ("820) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Borel et al. (US Patent No. 6,417,868 B1). 
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As to claim 4, Bock et al., ("868) and Wong at al. and Bock et al., ("868) do not 
show three sets of three sub-pixels are arranged as sub-pixel triads spanning two rows 
selected from a superset of five adjacent sub-pixels. 

Borel et al. teach three sets of three sub-pixels are arranged as sub-pixel triads 
spanning two rows selected from a superset of five adjacent sub-pixels (See Fig. 9, 
Items 47, 49, 68, Col. 9, Lines 28-57). 

As to claim 6, Borel et al. teaches set of three sub-pixels consists of a red, green 
and blue subpixel for a full color display (See Fig. 9, item 20, CoL 9, Lines 28-57). 

As to claim 7, Bock et al. ('868) teaches the method of driving a passive matrix 
display having a plurality of addressable rows and a plurality of columns to which 
successive frames of video data is applied and which intersects rows to form a plurality 
of sub-pixels which when grouped together into sets to form a pixel (See Fig. 3, items 
41-49, in description See Col. 4, Lines 5-10), the improvement comprising 
simultaneously addressing successive pairs of rows for selecting distinct sets of a fixed 
number of sub-pixels forming pixel from a superset of sub-pixels surrounding pixel for 
each of a set of sub-frames within a frame of video data (See Fig. 3, items 41-49, in 
description See CoL 4, Lines 5-36 and Col. 2, Lines 18-25); applying video data to each 
sets of sub-pixels in a such manner that the time average of the video data over the 
frame of video data is in accordance with a video image to be displayed for the frame 
(See Col. 4, Lines 1-4 and Col. 2, Lines 10-15). 

Bock et al. ("868) does not show distinct sets contains different six sets of 
three sub-pixels arranged as sub-pixel triads spanning two rows selected from a 
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superset of seven adjacent sub-pixels spanning three rows wherein each set has a 
common sub-pixel. 

Borel et al. teaches distinct sets contains different six sets of three sub-pixels 
arranged as sub-pixel triads spanning two rows selected from a superset of six adjacent 
sub-pixels spanning two rows wherein each set has a common sub-pixel (See Fig. 4, 
items 21 ,23,54, in description See Col. 6, Lines 43-48 and Col. 7, Lines 4-26). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement distinct sets of different subpixels as shown by Borel et al. in the 
Bock et al, apparatus in order to enable a combination of subpixels to be selected 
making it possible to obtain a better compromise between the vertical and horizontal 
resolution whatever the type of screen used (See Col. 2, Lines 9-12 in Borel et al. 
reference). 

Bock et al. ("868) and Borel et al. do not show distinct sets contains at least 
one common sub-pixel. 

Wong et al. teaches distinct sets contains at least one common sub-pixel (See 
Fig. 5, items 0-3, Col. 10, Lines 43-48 and Col. 7, Lines 22-59). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement teaching of Wong et al. in the Bock et al. and Borel et al. system 
in order to reduce the cost of video graphic processing (See Col. 1 , Lines 63-65 in 
Wong et al. reference). 

Bock et al. ("868),Wong et al. and Borel et al. do not teach a set of at least 
three sub-frames within a frame of video data. 
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Bock et al. ("820) teaches to divide each frame into three separately 
addressable sub-frames (See Fig. 1, items 1, 9, N, Col. 9, Lines 9-14). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement a set of at least three sub-frames within a frame of video data as 
shown by Bock et al. ("820) in the Bock et a!., ("868), Wong et al, and Bore! et al. . 
system in order to provide and addressing scheme which is capable of producing a 
large number of gray levels (See Col. 2, Lines 9-12 in Bock et al. ("820) reference). 

As to claim 8, Borel et al. teaches each set of sub-pixels consist of two red, two 
green and two blue sub-pixels for a full color display (See Fig. 4, item 9, in description 
See Col. 7. Lines 4-26). 

Response to Amendment 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 09-22-04 with respect to claims 1 , 4, 6-8 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Telephone inquire 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leonid Shapiro whose telephone number is 703-305- 
5661. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached on 703-305-4938. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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